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‘ characteristic . of nonmetropolitan counties since 1970 has no 
extended to tei 1977 living on farms. In the 12-month period’ 


“the U. S. farm population con tinued its Lon gxpeth , 
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céntered on April 1977, the farm population was 7,806,000, or 450,000 

| fewem farm residents *(5. 4%) than in 1976 and 1.9 aillion fewer — 

(1% 6%) than in*1970. However, the 3.3% annual rat¢é of net , °: ~*~. 
- outmigration - (average ‘amount of ‘net migration. and reclassification as . 

a percentage of average farm population). for 1970-77 was below'the.. \% 

5-6% ates of the fifties and sixties. Among the country's four ee 

, geographic. regions, the, Sguth continued to be the, heaviést, loser; the . 

West has shown some Stability in farm population since 1970. In 1977, 

_ the -Nérth Central states had almost half. the total U.S. farm : nee 
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a - population : (46%) ," followed by the South- (34%), West x<(12%) ,: and 


_ Northeast (7%). As to components of ‘farm population change (births, "J 
deaths, net change- from. migration and. residence reclassification) ,' in 
the April” 1976-77 period), 27,000 more births than deaths partly . va 

oe offset | the total of 474,000 persons.lost through migration or 


reclasSification., For the 1970-77 period, average net loss through. : 
migration and reclassification to. nonfarm was 301, 000 nnually, with 
.an average of 28 ,000 more, farm births than -deaths.: (RS © : 
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y "ae The U.S. farm population was 7,806, 000 in the 12-month period centered on April 


ais f 1977. This was 450, 000: (ar “5.4 percent), lower than in 1976, .and 1.9 million (br 19.6 
: percent) lower than in 1970. For ‘the’ Deriod 1970-77, thé average net loss of farm 
, population Rapes migration ‘and reclassificatian of’ residence from farm -to nonfatm 
‘was 301,000 pear average rate. of -3.3/ percent. Among .the Nation’s four — - 
regions, thé South continued to be the heaviest loger. The West exhibited’ stability 
".  . in farm a a tion in contrast to the rest of the country. 
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io INTRODUCTION 
( oe : id . . . Me -_ 
The U.S. farm population contin dy 3s areas of the country~ than. ng ed: ‘away 


a long term downward trend during 19 Lia.* 
Farm: population averaged 7,808 000 ‘tal 


the 12-month.period centered-on April. 1/ 
This was 450,000 (or 5.4 percent) lower 
than in- 1976, and-l.9 million (or 9. 6 
percent) lower than -in _1970. a 

+. Eighty-one percent “of the farm 


population was in nonmetropolftan . 


counties in 1977. ‘The above figures 
show that. the revival of population 
growth that has been characteristic of 
Nonmetro counties as a whole -since 1970 
did wot extend to the population living 
.on farms. 2/ From 1970 to.19%, non- 
‘.metro counties increased in population 
by 8 percent, while metro counties grew 

This trend resulted 


me only 4.7 percent. 
a from more people moving into the non- 


. 


metropolitan or, rural and small town 


, 


q 


v 


Pa 
-. .. whith, the estimate, prepared’ ‘In this 
+, e,' quarterly *estimat for ‘dctober 
d..Jan » ‘April, -July, and 

ct ar 1977 were Used ¢(see Sep lanattons 

_ one ge i} é 

af Banks, Vera J-,- sand Diand ®eAre. 

. : United § ates 
ag 51. USS. Bure 
, Ages,’ 1978. 


“ a ; ° ? : 
. The autho? is an siargeieat Statis- 


oo a 


tidian with the Economics} Statistics, 
Me Pie Cooperatives Services NS Depart- 
, ment of Agriculture. . 

“4a This estimate is / an annual’ average 


computed by using quarterly data for the. 


year centered on fh «Apral date for 


. 


© compared with 4.8 ‘pergent between 1960 


* Grdwth, Since 1970", 
. Agricultural "Economics.-, Vol. 58, No,» 5, 


In earlier periods, there as, a net 
. outflow “o£ people from such areas. 3/ 

Although farm population has. con- 
tinued to decline, it has evidenced a 
slackening in the rate of ‘loss. The 
average annual rate of decline was only- 
3-1 percent between 1970, and 1977, -: 


. 4nd 1970. A trend of lower farm popu- 
lation loss in. the seventies is further 
supported’ by an examinat ion of trends in 
the heavily agricultural: counties, of the 
Nation. 2 

Counties witha high proportion of. 
their, workers in farming are still - 
vulnerable to population decline and 
outmigration, but ‘they have “shown 
improved population retdntion. During 
1970476, counties with .40 percent or | 
more of their workforce employed in; 
agticulture declined by 0.1 percent) 
annually. These, same counties experi- 
enced an .annual Loas 1.4 percent 
of ‘their population~ durthg, the 1960’s, 

The historically downward trend/in 
the number of farm residents, .accom 


‘panied by steady increases in the number 


af persons living in nonfarm areas, has 


. fe 


~ 


. Bicr! 5 \° 
3/ Beale, Cfilvin L. The Revival of 
Population Growth in Nonmetropolitan 
Auacica.’ S608. Econ. Res» Ser.,: U.S. 
Dept. Agr-, June. 1975; and "A Further 


Jook at Nonmetropolitan Population 
American Journal of 


* 


\ 


pp: 953-958. Dec. 1976. 


™ 


. 


resulted in an ever-declining farm share 
of the U.S. tétal population. In 1977, 


3-6 percent of the Nation’s 216 million - 
persons [ived on farms, compared -with 


30 percent of the 106 million total-when 
the \farm population was first counted in 
the 1920 census. 


’ ' We 4 
FARM POPULATION CHANGES IN GEOGRAPHIC 
REGIONS AND DIVISIONS 


From 1920 to 1950, there was, little 
change in the regional distribution of 
the farm population. ‘The South, with 
somewhat more than half of all faym 


residents, was the most popwlous. The. 


North Central region, with slightly less 
than a third, ranked second. The North- 
east and West each had about \a twelfth. 4/ 

Persistently heavier rates of 
Southern farm population loss from 1950 
to 1970, however, resulted ih this 
region containing a declintng share of 
the national ‘total. During this 20-year 
period, the North Central region experi- 
enced lower rates of farm population 
decline and, thus, increased in relative 
importance. These regional variations 
continued during 1970-77, and the North 
Central States, with 3.6 million of the 
Nation’s million farm residents, 
increased bets share to almost half of 


- the U.S. tal (table 1). The’ South, 


with little more than a third of the. 


total farm population in 1977, ranked 
second. 
Although the Northeast and West 
continue to have relatively small 
_fumbers of farm people, they ‘have 
exhibited differing pdpulation trends 
since 1970. The Northeastehas experi- 
enced almost continuous farm population 
decline, but has nevertheless maintained 
it’s relative share--abott 7 percent. 
On the other hand, the West has shown 
some stability, if not, actual growth, in 
farm population since ]970. As a com 
Gequence, the West’s share of the farm 
“total rose from 10 to 12 percent 
between 1970 and 1977. 
Persistent and heavy farm popula- 
tion loss characterize each,of the 


44/ Banks, Vera J., and Calvin L. Beale. 
»Farm Population Estimates, 1910-70. 


SB- 523, U.S. Dept. Agr-, July 1973. 
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® ’ 
three geographic divisions of the South. 
Although no particular pattern has 
been established, each oi cuebe three 
ateas exhibited heavier relative loss in 


the 1950’s, 1960’s, and 1970’s than any 


of the remaining divisions. 


; . se 
~ COMPONENTS OF FARM POPULATION * CHANGE 


Estimates of ithé components of farm | 


population change--births, deaths, and 
net change through migration and reclas- 
sification of residence—-for the April 
Durbng this 12-month period, there was 
an estimated net -loss to the U.S. farm 
population of 474,000 persons who 
either mgved, away from farms or lived 
on places where agricultural operations 
ceased and, thus, were’removed from the’ 
: J 
farm category.e This. loss was partly 
offset by an estimated 27,000 more 
births than deaths among farm people. 
Since these estimateg fluctuate 


from year’ to year, due in part to 


sampling variation, averages for a 
egos years are deemed more reliable. 
or the 1970-77 period, the ayerage net 
loss to the farm population through 
migration and reclassification of resi- 


‘dence from farm to nonfarm was 301,000° 


annually (table 3). An average of 
28,000 more farm births than deaths 
partly offset this loss.. ,The gmalleg 
absolute average amount of net putmove- 


- ment for 1970-77 compared with earlier 


periods reflects the declining farm 
population from which migrants are 
drawn. fhe farm population cannot con 
tinue to yield outmigrants in the 1970’s 
at the magnitude it did during the pre- 
vious three decades (figure 1). ;, If it 
did, the| farm population would rapidly 
be depleted. 


More people are thought to be . 


involved in actual outmovement than in 
the -reclassification of residences from 
farm to nonfarm, although the exact pro- 
portions are unknown. It is possible 
that an increasing proportion are being 
reclassified as nonfarm. The expansion 


in the 1970’s of employment opportuni- 


ties in ‘rural areas and small towns of 
the country allows -:more tgsidents of 
former small-scale farms to remain on 
their home site, cease farm activities,. 
and commute to nonfarm .work. 
1970 and 1977, the rate of gain: in U.S. 


~ a Ss 


& 3 
Uv : ‘ 


1976-77 périod’are presented ‘an table 2a ._ 
, 


Between 


Ay. 


bole | 


Table 1--U.S. 


¢ 


farm population By region and division, April.1970 and 1977 
‘ ry) 


v4 ‘ Number * Total farm population ° Percentage 
Area ‘ ————= — ”  enanges 
» 2 ae 4 sore 7 e777 1970 1970-77 
: : a “ry # f 
s “<-= Thousand§ <= “ =< -- Percent - -- - - / 
United States : 7,806 9,712 100.0 100.0. 19.6 
. é d \y 
Region: 2/ bes : . ae i ma 
+ Northeast : 561 699 “: Ut aoe 7.2 -19.8 
North Central : 3,598 4,305 We. 46,1- 44.2 -16.4 
South + 2,684 3,754 34.4 38.7 228.5.2 | 
West : 963 ‘ Py x deed . 9.8 | 1.0 
Division: 2/ | : s . 
New Engdand : 126 128° 1.6 1.3 -1.5 
Middle Atlantic] , a 434 S71 5.6 “5.9 -23.9 
jEast North Centwal ; 1,652. 2,053 Sy Bek -19.5 
West North Centtal 4; 1,946 2,252 24.9 23,2 21336 : 
South Atlantic : 924 1,357 11.8 14.0 '¢ ‘31.9 
East South Cent a / 5 “gear, 1,329 + 12.9 37" 24.2 
West South Centya ot 753 1,069 9.6 11.0 ° -29.5 ° 
Mountain ; : 440 446 bed 4.6. -8.1 °- 
Pacific : 5531." 508 rivet 05.2 8.9 


1/ Similar estimates ae States are not available. 
2) States in the geographic fegions. and divisions are? 


Maine, 


elaware, Maryland, 
Florida; East Sout’ 


Central: Arkansas,,-Louisiana, Oklahoma, Texas. 


Wyoming, Colorado, \New Mexico, Arizona, Utah, Nevada; FEcLELOy Washington, Oregon, 


California, Alaska,’ Hawaii. 
" 


nonfarm wage and salary employment was 

considerably greater in nonmetro than in 

metro areas. 5/ ° nm 

The annual rate of net outmigra- 
tion, in which the average amount of net 

migration and reclassification is 


-} 


‘NORTHEAST-=New England: 


ew Hampshire, Vermont, Massachusetts, Rhode Island, *Connecticut; Middle: 
: New York, New Jersey, Pennsylvania. 
, Indiana, Illinois, Michigan, Wisconsin; West North Central: Minnesota, Iowa, _ , 
souri, North Dakota, South Dakota, NebPaskac Kansas. 
Virginia, West Virginia, North Carolina, South Carolina, Georgia, 
Central: Kentucky, Tennessee, Alabama, Mississippi; West South 


NORTH CENTRAL--East North Central: . 


SOUTH=+-South Atlantic: 


WEST--Mountain’ Montana, Idaho, \ 
' 
° a 


t 


| 


experienced as low a rate of net gut- 
movement in about 30 years (figure 
2). In both the 1950’s and 1960's, 


‘ the absolute average loss, began to 


diminish, the average rate of net /out~ 


movement remained between 5 and & 


percent (gee figures 1 and 2). However, 


‘in the I970’s, both the average number. 


of migrants and the rate at which fhey 


: moved dropped significantly. 


expressed as a percentage of the average 
far population, was 3.3 percent: for 
1970-77. The farm population has not — 
5} Hareny Claude C.,°and’ Ronald: W. 
Holling. Rural Job Growth in the 1970's. 

“1.D. Note 66. Ext. gern Ge: Dept. 
Agr-, Oct. 14, 1977. ‘ 


oi Although the South has ductinad in: ” 
re ative importance in terms of numbers 
> of farm’ residents, 


it’ continues to be 
the greatest exporter from the farm 
population. More than half of the 


as. 


Table 2--U.S. farm population and components of farm population change, 
by region and division, April ad bs ( 


‘ | : ‘ : ‘ : | 3s 
: pe cane Nacueat increase : Net change through =: 
. / a Farm : : migration and . : Farm 
; Area | “3 population, 3 “3 3 reclassification, :° population, 
i 2 " > April 1977, : Total : Births : Deaths :— of residence 1/, : April 1976 
: : nee : : : ; [37 ‘ 
ae : : 
3 ‘ : ce : Thousands 

United States % 7,806 , 27 . 107 -79 “47460 8,253 

Région; 2/ : ’ . 

' Northeast — : 561 1 -8 7 -38 597 
North Central :  ° 3,598 13 50 -36 -215 | 3,800 © 
South : hast 2, 684 8 “35 -28 -179 | 2,855 
West - ; H 963 . 5 14 -9 . -42 | ,_ 1,000 

a , : f . f 
Division: -2/ 3 1 ro . | F 
New England Lo, 126 .. ¥ 2 = -10 ‘ 137 

Middle Atlantic ‘ 434 e<E 6 5. -27 ‘461 
East North Cenbral : 1,652 4 21 -17 “ =108 | 1,756 
West North Central : 1,946 9 28 -19 -107 | 2-,044 
South Atlantic 2 924 2 12 -10 , -48 , 970 
East South Central : 1,007 3 14 -11 -84- ' 1,088 
West South Central : . 753; 3 10 -7. =47 : 797 
Mountain ae cae 419 3 6 -4 cll ' 418 
Pagdfic . 8 553 3 8 -5 ; -31.. 582 


ij Includes persons who did, not move, but who were in or, out of the ‘farm population because agricultural 
operations ‘on the places where théy weré living either ceased or were begun. 

27 Similar estimates for States are not available. For States included in each region and division, see 

table l. , 4 

3/ Fewer than 500 people. : 

f 7 > 


Table 3--Annual averages of components of farm population change and rate of 
_ net We salads by region and division, April 1970-77 


* . 
. 


: NaENP a Aniveued ‘ : Net change through > . 
as migration and 3° Annual rate 
Area : * : 3 reclassification : - of net... 
‘ ar es .Total :; Births : Deaths: : of residence 1/ : migration 2/ 

* a Tes ° oy ° . ; ° : ’ 

Le sy» CRS ee SMS oR Ae ‘ eos Fereent + 
United States er 28 00 #92 - “301 /- * -3.3 
Region: 3/ : : ; \ 

- Northeast - "8 ey eh 9 -8 , -21 ; -3.2 

North Central es 13 54 41 ~ =114 ' ‘ -2,8 

South “ys 9 ce i: -162 shed 

West - ; : « & ‘14 -9 ‘ -3 \ -.3 

. - 7 \ ’ - 4 
Division: 3/ : ; a 

New England Be 4/ wy 2 -2 —_ a \ -.2 ' 

Middle Atlantic + 1 7 -6 - aa \ 40 4, 

East North Central : 5 24. =19 -62 ha \ -3.3 a 

West North Central : - 9 31 -22 -52 -2.4 
South Atlantic : °° 3 15 =12 2 he ag hss , 

East South Central : * 3 16 -13 -49 “ \-4.1 . 

West South Central : 3 TQ. 89 : -48 q Mean e a 

Mountain 2, 7 -4 -8 rl? 

Pacific ‘ Zp 


7 -5 4 : Sy 8 


- : = 
1/ Includes persons ‘who did not méve, but who were in or out of the farm, population because agricultural 


operations on the places whefe they were living either ceased or were begun. 
2/ Based on annual average net change in population through migration per 100 Ba Este in the average April - 


farm population for the period indicated. ~ 7 
3/ Similar estimates for States are not’ available. For States included in each Legian ‘and division, see 
table 1. ‘ ; : , \ 
4/ Fewer than 500 people. ° ; : 
’ . : z QR * a, 
: : 3 a 


NET OUTMIGRATION* 


. FROM THE FARM POPULATION 


1920-25407 
‘25-30 593 
‘30-35 [3 se . 

'36-40 | 


\666 


45-50. SOOT 677 
150-55 [WNW 1.118 
"55-60 WWW 910 

60-65 KWON 7 


65-70 ESS88SSxxu.8 
70-77 FS SSS 301 


594 


THOUSANDS 


4 NET CHANGE THROUGH MIGRATION AND RECLASSIFICATION OF RESIDENCE FROM FARM TO NONFARM. 


_- 
° 


Figure‘ l : ‘ 


ré 


average net loss ois farm population 


through migration for 70-77 came from 


Southern farms. 
_ ‘ 


‘’ DEFINITIONS: AND EXPLANATIONS 
- * Population coverage. - Estimates 
presented in this report relate to the 
rural civilian population living on 
aoe without regard to occupation. 
or convenience, the term farm popula- 
tion is used without qualification, 
although the relatively few members of 
the Armed Forces’ uiydng on Farms are 
excluded. _ 

Farm’population. From April 1960 
through August 1975, the farm population 
was defined as all persons living in 
rural territory on places of 10 or more 
acres, if as much‘as $50 worth.of agri- 
cultural products were sold from the 
place in the reporting year. It also 
includes those living on places of under 

F ~?h 9 


= 


A ANNUAL AVERAGES. « 


NEG. ESCS 564-78 (8) 


10 acres, if as much as $250; worth ‘of 


agricultural products were sold from the. ' 


place in the reporting year. 

In the “Current Population Survey 
(CPS) of the Bureau of the Census, from 
which current estimates of the total U.S. 
population are obtained, unmarried ~ 
persons attending college away from home 

Yare counted as residents bf their 
parents’ omes. In the Censuses of 
Population,\ such persons are Gpunted as 
residents of the communities in which 
they live whije attending college. The 
effect of this difference is to classify 
a larger number of college-age’ .persons 
as farm residents in the CPS than would 
be so classified untae decennial census 
usage. ¢ 

: Persons in institutions, summer 
camps; motels, and tourist camps, as 
well as those. living in rented places 

‘ where no land is used for farming, were 
classified as nonfarm. \ 

In. August 1975, the U.S. Department 


69 


Average rate of: 
net outmigration* 


- 1920-25 !' 30-35 ‘40-45 
: ‘25-30 ‘35-40 - 5 


14 50-55 
45-50 : 


BASED ON ANNUAL AVERAGE NET CHANGE JN POPULATION SOE Sieh eee 100 PERSONS IN THE 
AVERAGE APRIL FARM PO PULA TION FOR THE PERIOD INDICATED. : * 
2 1 


o 
, 


NEG. ESCS 7062-78 (8) 


Figure 2. 


—_— 


of Agriculture (USDA) and die Bureau of 
the Census announced a change in ‘the 
official farm definition. Under the new 
definition,'a farm is identified on the 
asis of sales alone, and is defined as 
> y place from which $1,000 or more of 
agricultural products are sold or would 
normally be sold in the reporting year. 
Howeverg all of the farm population 
figures presented in this report are 
based on the acreage-sales farm defini- 
tion in use sjnce 1960. Implementation 
of the 1975 definition is being delayed, 
: since Congress is currently Sonaiiel we 
further revistfons. 


April-centered annual averages. 


Such averages of the total U.S. farm 


population are computed by using data 
from the’ five quarters centered on the 
April date for which the estimate is 
being prepared. For example, for April 
1977, quarterly estimates for the months 
of October 1976 and January, April, 
July, and October 1977 were used with a 


‘ the CPS., 


4) 


‘ 


‘weight of one-eighth given to each of © 


the two October estimates and .a weight 
of one-fourth to d&ch of the estimates 


of the other 3 months.. 


-. Rounding. Individual figures in 
this report are rounded to the nearest: 
thousand and have not been adjusted to 
group totals, which are independently 
rounded. Percentages are rounded to the 
nearest tenth of -a percent; therefore, 
percentages in a distribution do not 
always add to exactly 100 percent. 

Sources and limitations. Annual 


estimates of the total number of people - 


living on U. S. farms are obtained from 
These estimates are based on 
sample data and are subject to Sone 
variability. i 

The standard error is primarily a 
peasure of sampling variability; that is, 


‘of. the variations occurring by chance 


because a sample rather than the whole 
of the population is surveyed. The cal- 
culated standard error also partially 


‘ “a 
measures the effect of response and enu~ 
meration’ “errors, , but does not ‘measure 
any systematic -biases in the data. The 
chances are about 68 out of 100 that an 
estimate from the sample would differ 
from a complete census figure by less 
than the standard error. 
about 95 out of 100 that the “difference 


would be less than twice the standard” 


error.e Tables of standard ‘errors for 
April-centered annual averages for 
1970-77 are-presented in the joint 
annual ,census-USDA farm population 
report for 1977. 6/ 

Data for geographic: areas and for 
components of, farm population thange are 
based on data obtained from the 1977 and 
earlier June Enumerative Surveys of 


USDA’s Statistical Reporting Service - 


(now-a part of the Economics, Statistics, 
and Cooperatives: Service). The 1977 
sample:for the survey was a probability 
area sample of the 48 ‘conterminous 
States, consisting of approximately 
17,000-area segments (sampling units). 
Information ,was obtained‘ from about 
25,000 farm households associated with 
these sample units. 

Since the estimates are based on a 
sample, they may differ somewhat from 
figures that would be obtained if a com- 
plete census count had been taken. As 
in any Survey work, results, are subject 
. to ‘error of response and of reporting as 

well as to sampling - -variability. 


Area estimates.“for 1977 are tied to 
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6/ See footnote 2. 
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1970, benchmark ' figures developed to, 
‘the 1970 relationship between 
regional farm’ population estimates 
obtained from the Census of “Population 
and the CPS... In addition to being: tied 
to benchmark figures for. decennial 
census years, the area estimates are 
,adjusted to conform to the. total .farm 
population estimates obtained annually 
by the Bureau of the Census. z 
Earlier: comparable reports.| Esti- 
mates for earlier years on ae 
migration, ‘and natural increase 
people were published by USDA in Farm 
~Population Estimates, i910-70, SB-523, 
July 1973. Annual estimates from 1971 
to oa te Esha cae in: 


arm Population Estimates for 
en a : ist (RDS-1). 


(2) Farm Population Estimates for 
(1973 (ERS-561). 
> (3)° Farm Population Fetimstes for 
1974 (AER-319). 

(4) Farm Popylation Estimates for 


1975 (AER-352).° 
~ (5) - Farm Population Estimates for 

1976 (AER-383). 
Qther related reports. Estimates 
of the demographic, social, and economic 
characteristics of the 1977 farm popula- 
tion are’ presented in the cooperative 

annual Census-USDA report. 7/ ~~ 

, Single free copies of the above 
reports are available from ESCS Publica- 
»tions, Rm.0054-S, U.S. Department of 
Agriculture, Washington D.C. 20250. 


<7/ ‘See footnote 2. 
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